to conclude the book of Malachi and the new collection of the Twelve Minor Prophets. Finally, in agreement with scholars such as Rudolph, 4 he holds that Mal :- was intended by the Jerusalem scribes to function as a postscript to the scribal edition of the prophets (Joshua through Malachi). 5 Although he understands that the postscript/epilogue was written by the Jerusalem scribes as one piece, he thinks that the two parts of the epilogue allow insight into the concerns of the scribes in creating this multipurpose ending. The first section, which in the masoretic form of the text refers to the Torah of Moses, was intended to indicate that the collection of the prophets was not meant to take the place of the Torah. The second section of the ending, which refers to the coming of the prophet Elijah before the great and terrible day of the Lord, he understands as reflecting the scribes' expectation of the nearness of that day. He claims that the ending ". . . suggests that the publication of the Prophets is to be situated in a time of messianic expectations. " 6 Van der Toorn's reconstruction is based on the assumption that the masoretic form of the end of Mal :- is the original or at least the older form of the text and that the placement of the book of Malachi at the end of the collection of the Twelve Minor Prophets is also original/older than any other form the collection may have taken. The reconstruction does acknowledge the existence of variant forms of the text of Mal :-, as is found in the Septuagint, and variations in the order of books in other forms of the collection of the twelve such as those found at Qumran, but these are dismissed with little or no consideration for their implications for the reconstruction. It is my thesis that consideration of this evidence has important implications for the canonical history of the Book of the Twelve. Indeed, as a matter of course, all evidence should be considered in the reconstruction of the history of the text.
